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DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Arguments 



1 . Applicant's arguments filed 12/28/2003 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Please see the following and the associated grounds of rejection below. 

2. The applicant argues "Hunter and Reichmeyer. . . do not disclose obtaining configuration 
data from a remote proxy for alert detection using the at least one obtained alert detection 
parameter" and "do not disclose using the configuration data obtained from the proxy for alert 
detection to enable the client device to detect alerts" (page 7, paragraph 4). The argument is not 
persuasive for the same reasons set forth in the previous grounds of rejection. Hunter teaches the 
retrieval of a management parameter from a first server. This parameter is then used to obtain 
configuration information from a remote proxy and the client is automatically configured. 
Reichmeyer et al. (USPN 6,286,038) teaches the obtaining of alert detection parameters and then 
configuring a client to detect alerts using these parameters. The combination of these two 
references renders the current claims obvious as shown below. 

3. All further arguments are not persuasive for the same reasons shown above. 



4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



5. Claims 1, 5-16, 19, 20, 22, and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Reichmeyer et al. in view of Hunter et al. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
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6. Regarding claims 1,19, and 22, Reichmeyer et al. teach a system for configuration of a 
network device comprising means for: 

a. Dynamically obtaining at least one management parameter from a first server 
(column 6, lines 7-13) 

b. Dynamically obtaining configuration data from a remote proxy using the at least one 
obtained management parameter (column 6, lines 7-13; column 4, lines 38-43); and 

c. Automatically configuring the client device using the dynamically obtained 
configuration data (column 12, lines 41-42) 

Although the system disclosed by Reichmeyer et al. shows substantial features of the 
claimed invention, it fails to disclose means for: 

a. Dynamically obtaining at least one alert detection parameter from a first server. 

b. Using the configuration data obtained from a proxy for alert detection to enable the 
client device to detect alerts. 

Nonetheless, this feature is well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification to the system disclosed by Reichmeyer et al., as evidenced by Hunter et al. 

In an analogous art, Hunter et al. disclose a system for monitoring alert notification to a 
server for client devices comprising means for: 

a. Dynamically obtaining at least one alert detection parameter from a first server 
(column 4, lines 11-16; column 6, lines 11-13). 

b. Using the configuration data obtained from a proxy for alert detection to enable the 
client device to detect alerts (column 4, lines 1 1-16; column 6, lines 1 1-13). 
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Given the teaching of Hunter et al. 3 a person having ordinary skill in the art would have 
readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Reichmeyer et al. (USPN 
6,286,038) by employing an alert detection parameter with the at least one management 
parameter and further configuring the device to detect alerts using the configuration information. 
This benefits the system by allowing the device to be easily monitored locally. The reference to 
Hunter et al. points out in column 2, lines 56-61 and column 3, lines 2-8 that it will benefit the 
system to configure clients to automatically monitor and detect alert states. 

7. Regarding claim 5, the systems disclosed by Reichmeyer et al. and Hunter et al. teach all 
the limitations as specified above. Reichmeyer et al. further teach a system wherein the first 
server operates according to a dynamic host control protocol (column 3, line 55 - column 4, line 
30). The configuration information server is analogous to the first server of the claim. 

8. Regarding claim 6, Reichmeyer et al. discloses a system for network device configuration 
comprising means: 

a. Wherein the at least one management parameter is requested by the client device 



Although the system disclosed by Reichmeyer et al. shows substantial features of the 
claimed invention, it fails to disclose means: 

a. Wherein the at least one alert detection parameter is requested by the client device 



Nonetheless, this feature is well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Reichmeyer, as evidenced by Hunter et al. 



from the first server (column 4 lines 14-17). 



from the first server. 
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In an analogous art, Hunter et al. disclose a system for monitoring alert notification to a 
server for client devices comprising means: 

a. Wherein at least one alert detection parameter is requested by the client device from 
the first server (column 15, lines 11-14). 

Given the teaching of Hunter et al., a person having ordinary skill in the art would have 
readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Reichmeyer et al. by obtaining 
the at least one alert detection and management parameter from a single, two logically, or two 
physically separated servers. This benefits the system by separating functions onto separate 
servers to increase efficiency and/or reliability. The reference to Hunter et al. points out in 
column 2, lines 56-61 and column 3, lines 2-8 that it will benefit the system to configure clients 
to automatically monitor and detect alert states. 

9. Regarding claim 7, the systems disclosed by Reichmeyer et al. and Hunter et al. teach all 
the limitations as specified above. Reichmeyer et al. further teach a system wherein the at least 
one alert detection parameter is requested by the client device using the options field of a 
dynamic host control protocol (DHCP) message (column 4 lines 34-38). 

10. Regarding claims 8, 20, and 24, Reichmeyer et al. disclose a system for network device 
configuration comprising means: 

a. Wherein dynamically obtaining by the client device the at least one alert detection 
parameter further comprises dynamically obtaining a configuration server address 
(column 6, lines 7-13). 

Although the system disclosed by Reichmeyer et al. shows substantial features of the 
claimed invention, it fails to disclose means: 
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a. Wherein dynamically obtaining by the client device the at least one alert detection 
parameter further comprises obtaining at least one of an alert destination address, 
watchdog interval, and heartbeat interval. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification to the system disclosed by Reichmeyer et al, as evidenced by Hunter et al. 

In an analogous art, Hunter et al. disclose a system for monitoring alert notification to a 
server for client devices comprising means: 

a. Wherein dynamically obtaining by the client device the at least one alert detection 
and management parameter further comprises obtaining at least one of an alert 
destination address (column 1 1, line 63- column 12, line 10), watchdog interval, and 
heartbeat interval. 

Given the teaching of Hunter et al., a person having ordinary skill in the art would have 
readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Reichmeyer et al. by including 
the alert monitoring server address, or alert destination address, in the initial communication and 
configuration. This benefits the system by allowing the configured device to begin detecting and 
sending alerts without further configuration. Please note that any of a number of configuration 
values could be included. The reference to Hunter et al. points out in column 2, lines 56-61 and 
column 3, lines 2-8 that it will benefit the system to configure clients to automatically monitor 
and detect alert states. 

11. Regarding claim 9, although the system disclosed by Reichmeyer et al. (USPN 
6,286,038) (as applied to claim 8) shows substantial features of the claimed invention, it fails to 
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disclose means wherein the alert destination file address uniquely identifies the remote alert 
proxy on the network. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and it would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Reichmeyer et al. (USPN 6,286,038), as evidenced by 
Hunter. 

In an analogous art, Hunter et al. disclose a system for monitoring alert notification to a 
server for client devices comprising means wherein the alert destination file address uniquely 
identifies the remote alert proxy on the network (column 11, line 63 - column 12, line 10). 

Given the teaching of Hunter, a person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily 
recognized the desirability and advantages of including the address of an alert proxy with the 
location of the configuration file of Reichmeyer et al. This benefits the system by allowing 
aberrant events or alerts to be reported to the central server or alert proxy. The reference to 
Hunter et al. points out in column 2, lines 56-61 and column 3, lines 2-8 that it will benefit the 
system to configure clients to automatically monitor and detect alert states and report to a server. 
12. Regarding claim 10, Reichmeyer et al. and Hunter et al teach all the limitations of claims 
1, but do not specify that the configuration data is dynamically obtained from a remote alert 
proxy through a remote management and control protocol (RMCP). 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and it would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Reichmeyer et al. (USPN 6,286,038). 

A person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily recognized the desirability of 
modifying the system of Reichmeyer et al. (USPN 6,286,038) by specifying that the 
configuration data is dynamically obtained from a remote alert proxy through a remote 
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management and control protocol (RMCP). This benefits the system by allowing it to operate on 
any of a number of standard networks employing any of a number of different communication 
protocols. 

13. Regarding claim 1 1, Reichmeyer et al. disclose a system for network device 
configuration comprising means for: 

a. Receiving by a proxy, a configuration data request from a client device (column 4, 
lines 41-43) 

b. Wherein the configuration data request is being submitted by the client device using 
at least one dynamically obtained management parameter (column 6, lines 7-13, 
column 4, lines 38-40); and 

c. Providing the requested configuration data to the client device to enable the client 
device to be automatically configured (column 4, lines 41-43). 

Although the system disclosed by Reichmeyer et al. shows substantial features of the 
claimed invention, it fails to disclose means: 

a. Wherein the proxy is specifically a proxy for alert detection. 

b. Wherein the parameter is an alert detection parameter. 

c. Wherein the client is configured to detect alerts. 

In an analogous art, Hunter et al. disclose a system for monitoring alert notification to a 
server for client devices comprising: 

a. Wherein the proxy is specifically a proxy for alert detection (column 4, lines 11-16; 
column 6, lines 11-13) 
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b. Wherein the parameter is an alert detection parameter (column 4, lines 11-16; column 
6, lines 11-13) 

c. Wherein the client is configured to detect alerts (column 4, lines 11-16; column 6, 
lines 11-13) 

Given the teaching of Hunter et al., a person having ordinary skill in the art would have 
readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Reichmeyer to include alert 
detection parameters with the standard network configuration and configure the client to detect 
alerts. This benefits the system by allowing the configured device to begin detecting and sending 
alerts without further configuration. The reference to Hunter et al. points out in column 2, lines 
56-61 and column 3, lines 2-8 that it will benefit the system to configure clients to automatically 
monitor and detect alert states. 

14. Regarding claim 12, Reichmeyer et al. teach all the limitations of the claim with the 
exception of specifying that the alert detection come from a second server. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and it would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Reichmeyer et al. (USPN 6,286,038). 

A person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily recognized the desirability 
and advantages of modifying Reichmeyer et al. (USPN 6,286,038) by employing two logically or 
physically separated servers for the delivery of the parameter and the delivery of the 
configuration file. This benefits the system by increasing reliability and efficiency of the system. 

15. Regarding claim 13, the systems disclosed by Reichmeyer et al. and Hunter et al. teach 
all the limitations as specified above. Reichmeyer et al. further teach a system wherein the 
second server operates according to a dynamic host control protocol (DHCP) (column 3, line 55 
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- column 4, line 30). The configuration information server is analogous to the second server of 
the claim. 

16. Regarding claim 14, Reichmeyer et al. disclose a system for network device 
configuration comprising means wherein the at least one dynamically obtained alert detection 
parameter includes a configuration file destination address (column 6, lines 7-13). 

Although the system disclosed by Reichmeyer et al. shows substantial features of the 
claimed invention, it fails to disclose means wherein the at least one dynamically obtained alert 
detection parameter includes at least one of a dynamically obtained alert destination address, 
watchdog interval and heartbeat interval. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification to the system disclosed by Reichmeyer et al, as evidenced by Hunter et al. 

In an analogous art, Hunter et al. disclose a system for monitoring alert notification to a 
server for client devices comprising means wherein the at least one dynamically obtained alert 
detection parameter includes at least one of a dynamically obtained alert destination address 
(column 11, line 63- column 12, line 10), watchdog interval and heartbeat interval. 

Given the teaching of Hunter et al, a person having ordinary skill in the art would have 
readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Reichmeyer et al. by including 
the alert monitoring server address, or alert destination address, in the initial communication and 
configuration. This benefits the system by allowing the configured device to begin detecting and 
sending alerts without further configuration. Please note that any of a number of configuration 
values could be included. The reference to Hunter et al. points out in column 2, lines 56-61 and 



Application/Control Number: 09/409,627 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 2153 

column 3, lines 2-8 that it will benefit the system to configure clients to automatically monitor 
and detect alert states. 

17. Regarding claim 15, Reichmeyer et al. and Hunter et al. teach all the limitations of the 
claim as specified above. Reichmeyer further teaches means wherein the dynamically obtained 
alert destination address uniquely identifies the first server on the network (column 6, lines 7-13; 
column 4, lines 38-43). 

18. Regarding claim 16, Reichmeyer et al. and Hunter et al teach all the limitations of claim 
11, but do not specify that the configuration data is provided to the client device through a 
remote management and control protocol (RMCP). 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and it would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Reichmeyer et al. (USPN 6,286,038). 

A person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily recognized the desirability 
and advantages of specifying that the configuration data is provided to the client device through 
a remote management and control protocol (RMCP). At the time the invention was made, it 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to use any industry standard 
messaging that would facilitate the necessary information exchange. This benefits the system by 
allowing it to operate on any of a number of standard networks employing any of a number of 
different communication protocols. 

19. Claims 3, 4, 18, 21, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Reichmeyer et al. and Hunter et al. as applied to claims 1, 2, 5-17, 19, 20, 22, and 24-27 
above, and further in view of Cromer et al. 
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20. Regarding claims 3 and 23, although Reichmeyer et al. and Hunter et al. show substantial 
features of the claimed invention (discussed above), they fail to disclose: 

a. Means for enabling the device to detect alerts while the device is in a reduced 
functional state 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification to the system disclosed by Reichmeyer et al. in view of Hunter et al. as evidenced 
by Cromer et al. 

In an analogous art, Cromer et al. teach a system comprising: 

a. Means for enabling a client device to detect alerts while the device is in a reduced 
functional state (column 3, lines 38-43). 

Given the teaching of Cromer et al., a person having ordinary skill in the art would have 
readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Reichmeyer et al. in view of 
Hunter et al. by employing this system to allow for monitoring of alerts while the client CPU is 
down. This benefits the system by ensuring some level of alert detection while the client CPU 
was unavailable. Cromer points out in column 2, lines 45-54 why it is important to provide 
updates and monitoring while systems are in a reduced functional state. 

21. Regarding claims 4, 18, and 21, although Reichmeyer et al and Hunter et al. show 
substantial features of the claimed invention (discussed above), they fail to disclose: 

a. Means for enabling the device to detect alerts while the device is in a reduced 
functional state wherein the reduced functional state includes an operating system 
unavailable state. 
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Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification to the system disclosed by Reichmeyer et al. in view of Hunter et al. as evidenced 
by Cromer et al. 

In an analogous art, Cromer et al. teach a system comprising: 

a. Means for enabling the device to detect alerts while the device is in a reduced 
functional state wherein the reduced functional state includes an operating system 
unavailable state (column 3, lines 38-43). 

Given the teaching of Cromer et al., a person having ordinary skill in the art would have 
readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Reichmeyer et al. in view of 
Hunter et al. by employing this system to allow for monitoring of alerts while the client CPU is 
down. This powerless reduced functionality state encompasses operating system unavailable. 
This benefits the system by ensuring some level of alert detection while the client CPU was 
unavailable. Cromer points out in column 2, lines 45-54 why it is important to provide updates 
and monitoring while systems are in a reduced functional state. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kevin Parton whose telephone number is (703)306-0543. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00AM - 4:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Glenton Burgess can be reached on (703)305-4792. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Examiner 
Art Unit 2153 
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